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REVIEW. 


Under  the  heading  "  Disputes  in  the 
toyal  and  Royal  Astronomical  Societies," 
re  reviewed  in  our  Numbers  for  March 
7th  and  24th,  1855  (Nos.  1619— 50),  Mr. 
heepshanks'  "  Letter  to  the  Board  of  Vi- 
.tors  of  the  Greenwich  Royal  Observatory  " 
especting  a  subject  with  which,  as  it  com- 
menced and  developed  itself  in  this  Ma°-a- 
ne,  our  readers  are  familiar.    Since  that 
sriod  Mr.  Sheepshanks  has  passed  beyond 
ensphere  of  human  retribution.    If  we 
Cain  resume  our  pen  to  comment  briefly 
ion  him  or  his  transactions,  it  is  not 
at  we  are  insensible  to  the  claims  which 
e  dead  have  upon  our  forbearance,  but 
rely  because  the  reputation  of  the  living 
nnot  be  otherwise  protected.    In  pen- 
»ig  what  follows  we  shall  not  permit  our- 
ves  to  forget  that  Mr.  Sheepshanks  has 
longer  a  voice  to  raise  in  his  own  behalf. 
A,   ,  ",Proceedings  of  the  Royal  So- 
ft,   (vo^Tv.ii-'    No-   17),   among  the 
)bituary  Notices  of  Deceased  Fellows  " 
oears  a  brief  memoir  of  Mr.  Sheepshanks 
which  occurs  the  following  passage-— 
J.s  consideration  for  others  was  made 
nifest  by  his  active  kindness  to  those 
•h  whom  he  was  engaged,  and  no  less  by 

ready  appreciation  of  the  merits  of 
se  against  whom  he  had  to  contend  in 
ence  of  truth  and  justice,  as  they  ap- 
red  to  his  rrmid.  Nor  must  we  omit  to 
I,  while  us.ng  a  qualifying  expression  to 
e  the  right  of  free  opinion,  and  to  avoid 
•lying  a  decision  which  is  not  within  our 

*'es  that  which  was  truth  and  justice  to 

-nd  of  Mr.  Sheepshanks  wasJ  nothing 
to  he  minds  of  very  many  from  whom 
•'■king  man  would  differ  without  can- 
s  examination." 

Hpt,  '•'  (Rep0r^  of  the  Co""cil  (1855-56) 
he  Thirty,  sixth  Annual  Meeting  of  the 

s  96  stromical  srety  (vol-  »l, 

,  !VJ  '  °CCUrS ,the  foIl°vving  pa8.' 

;.'  — .  The  last  of  Mr.  Sheepshanks' 
-uons  was .a  defensive  pamff1  or 
?i^fens'veIinan8WertoanirnJutaton 

inte^ri  v  ,    g  U,as  an  'mpeaehment  of 
Mnf  ?'  T"  tl,e  evidence  of  a  con 
t.on  alleged  t0  have  been  held  thin v 

8  bef°re  11  was  bought  forward  whh 


an  eminent  man  who  died  twenty  years  be- 
fore it  was  brought  forward.  Of  course, 
this  sort  of  evidence  never  received  the 
slightest  attention  from  any  of  the  scientific 
bodies  before  whom  it  was  proposed  for  in- 
quiry; nor  would  it  have  been  mentioned 
here,  public  as  the  matter  has  become  ex- 
cept simply  to  record  that  sense  of  the 
utter  needlessness  of  any  reply  to  such  an 
accusation,  which  the  Council  showed  when 
they  neglected  the  formal  application  made 
to  them  on  the  charge." 

Now,  we  submit,  that  these  passages  are 
of  an  essentially  unfair,  vexatious,  and  evil 
character,  inasmuch  as  they  compel  Sir 
James  South,  ourselves,  and  others,  either 
to  receive  silently  the  imputations  they 
convey,  or  to  re-exhibit  the  failings  and 
depravities  of  the  dead-a  course  which  is 
repugnant  not  only  to  ourselves,  hut  to  all 
save  a  very  small  and  exceptional  class  who 
dehght  in  traduction,  either  of  the  living  or 
the  dead,  and  who  do  not  scruple,  it  ap- 
pears, even  to  embitter  their  eulogiums  of  the 
departed  with  inuendoes  against  the  living. 
This  remark  would  hold,  from  whatever 
source  the  above  ill-conceived  and  indeco- 
rous passages  proceeded,  but  the  spirit 
which  instigated  their  publication  is  seen  to 

tl ,a?etCheva  7  gr°SS  When  k  iS  rem^bered 
that  they  were  written  by,  or  rather  put 

forward  in  the  name  of,  the  councils  of  two 

societies  m  which  the  delicacies,  or  at  least 

Je  proprieties  of  ordinary  life  should  be 

horoughly  understood,  and  whose  public 

n  ,4ead  of  CUmertS  Sh°Uld  be  s"upuCs  ; 

Fence wi?h  ^  °f  Personal  ™»levo- 

ence  with  which  mean  minds  may  seek  to 

TiiSt  bSis  wiU  ,be  (and  toZ*£  » 

we  icarn)  better  understood  and  more 
warmly  felt  by  the  members  general  J  0f 
these  societies,  than  by  the  writers  of  the 

the!rPssn.or  maiiciousiy 

So  far  as  we  are  concerned  we  shall  not 
permit  ourselves  to  reply,  at  any  le  gth 
to  the  statements  in  question.    The  on  v 
rejoinder   which  Mr.  Sheepshanks  coS 
make  to  our  criticism  of  his  pamphlet  an3 

anH  ex,,;bltriof  his  foults/wasToo  weJk 
and  unfounded  to  bear  exami„„.-  , 

therefore  was  nmr^^JS^ 
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What  he,  with  all  the  confidence  and 
courage  which  he  unquestionably  possessed, 
could  not  effect,  his  partizans  will  not  ac- 
complish by  cowardly  craft.  We  regret  to 
observe  their  attempts.  The  better  course 
would  have  been  to  let  their  friend  repose. 
Had  they  done  so  neither  we,  nor  any,  we 
believe,  of  those  who  in  life  were  his  anta- 
gonists, would  have  again  laid  a  finger 
upon  his  character.  While  we  live  we  are 
compelled  to  admonish  and  contend  with 
the  living  ;  but  we  desire  most  earnestly  to 
respect  the  peace  which  death  inaugurates, 
and  which  is  so  well  suited  to  all  the  weary 
and  the  frail. 

"  Our  curse  upon  the  clown  and  knave 
Who  will  not  let  his  ashes  rest." 

We  will  here  content  ourselves  with  two 
observations.    First,  that  which  is  said  in 
the  Royal  Society's  obituary  notice,  if  true, 
is  no  more  than  may  be  said  with  perfect 
veracity  by  the  opponents  of  Mr.  Sheep- 
shanks, viz.,  that  that  which  is  truth  and 
justice  to  their  minds  is  "  nothing  less  to 
the  minds  of  very  many  from  whom  no 
thinking  man  differs  without  cautious  exa- 
mination."    The   consideration  is,  how- 
ever, as  lame  and  impotent  as  it  is  old,  and 
brings  but  feeble  aid  to  either  party.  Se- 
condly, the  self-constituted  counsel  of  the 
deceased  conduct  his  case  very  badly  when 
they  talk  in  the  Astronomical  Society's 
Report  of  the  "  utter,  needlessness  of  any 
reply"  to  an  accusation,  because  that  accu- 
sation is  based  "  upon  the  evidence  of  a 
conversation  alleged  to   have  been  held 
there  thirty  years  before  it  was  brought 
forward,  with  an  eminent  man  who  died 
twenty    years    before    it    was  brought 
forward."    Mr.  Sheepshanks  himself  evi- 
dently knew  that  the  mere  remoteness  of  the 
event  did  not  deprive  it  of  its  force,  for  as 
soon  as  the  circumstance  was  mentioned  at 
the  Royal  Society  he  declared  that  it  was 
imperative  upon  him  to  meet  the  charge, 
and,  contrary  to  rule  and  order,  insisted  on 
being  heard.*    Moreover  it  is  much  more 
natural  to  suppose  (apart  from  all  other  con- 
siderations) that  Sir  J.  South  refrained  for 
several  years  from  making  a  fraud  public, 
than  that  he  should  have  put  forward  an 
accusation  based  upon  a  vile  invention  of 
his  own.  No  colouring  can  conceal,  and  no 
sophistry  can  shake  this  fact.    Besides,  Mr. 
Sheepshanks  himself  admitted  the  truth  of 
the  very  allegation  upon  which  the  Council 
seek  to  pour  contempt.    For  ourselves  we 
are  content  to  leave  the  matter  here. 

It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  to 
Sir  J.  South  the  reflections  upon  him  con- 
tained in  the  passages  above  quoted  must  be 

•  See  Mechanic)'  Magazine,  vol.  lx.  p.  223. 
No.  15DG. 


peculiarly  offensive,  and  we  are  not  sur-  tt, 
prised  to  find  that  he  has  in  reply  ad- «. 
dressed  a  very  dignified  and  temperate,  butn, 
most  convincing  letter,  to  the  fellows  of 
the  Royal  and  Royal  Astronomical  So- 
cieties. 

Our  readers  will  recollect  that  in  the 
article  referred  to  at  the  commencement  of 
this  paper  ("  Disputes,  &c")  we  wrote  as 
follows:  "  We  shall  not  occupy  ourselves 
with  a  reply  to  his  "  (Mr.  Sheepshanks') 
"  profuse  and  contradictory  criticisms  of  Sir 
James's  character  and  abilities.    When  it 
is  remembered  that  the  author  is  Mr.  Sheep- 
shanks, and  the  subject  he  who  gave  to  the 
light  the  humiliating  transactions  of  that 
gentleman  before  discussed,  there  will  be 
no  room  to  wonder  at  their  bitterness,  and 
no  necessity,  we  conceive,  to  demonstrate 
their  injustice.    If  Sir  James  thinks  other- 
wise, it  will  certainly  cost  him  but  little 
trouble  to  deal  effectively  with  that  which! 
contains  its  own  refutation."    We  subset 
quently  learned  that  it  was  not  the  inten-i 
tion  of  Sir  James  to  reply  to  Mr.  Sheep-i 
shanks.    The  reasons  for  this  are  given  in 
the  following  passage  from  the  letter  of  Shi 
James.    "  Having  been  told  that  this  patn-i 
phlet  was  replete  with  abuse  of  myself,  1,1 
without  reading  it,  placed  a  copy  of  it  in 
the  hands  of  Mr.  A.  J.  Stephens,  one  of  the 
Fellows  of  the  Royal  Society,  and  requested 
him,  as  '  my  friend,'  to  advise  me  how  ta 
act.    A  few  days  afterwards,  Mr.  Stephens, 
advised  me  not  to  take  the  slightest  notice- 
of  the  pamphlet,  or  even  to  read  it.  He 
also  considered  that,  as  the  pamphlet  pur-t 
ported  to  be  a  '  Reply  to  the  Calumnies  oi 
Mr.  Babbage,'   it  was  more  incumbent 
upon  Mr.  Babbage  to  publish  a  reply  tc 
the  abuse  of  Mr.  Sheepshanks  than  a  duty 
devolving  on  me.    Mr.  Stephens,  at  a  sub- 
sequent interview,  also  stated  that  Lore 
Rosse  and  Dr.  Paris  concurred  in  opinior 
with  himself,  that  I  ought  not  to  take  anj 
notice   of    Mr.   Sheepshanks'  pamphlet 
Placing  the  utmost  reliance  on  the  judg-. 
ment  and  friendship  of  Mr.  Stephens,  anc 
Mr.  Babbage  having  acquainted  me  that  hi 
intended  to  answer  the  calumnies  of  the; 
Reverend  Richard  Sheepshanks,  I  neithe 
replied  to,  nor  did  I  even  read  thepamphle 
or  any  portion  of  it,  until  after  my  perusa.; 
of  the  '  Obituary  Notices  of  Deceased  Fel_ 
lows'  of  the  Royal  Society  for  1S54— 5o 
and  after  the  Council  of  the  Royal  Astro 
nomical  Society  had  made  their  report  UJ 
the  thirty-sixth  annual  general  meeting  o  : 
their  society."  . 

Before  entering  upon  the  statement  wnici 
Sir  James  now  deems  it  essential  to  submit 
he  says,  after  quoting  the  passage  abov 
extracted  from  the  "  Report  of  the  Coim 
cil,"   "  Tho  late  Council  of  the  Roy* 
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stronomical  Society  having  thus  made 
te  adulation  of  the  dead  a  means  of  slan- 
ging the  living,  and  alluded  to  the  per- 
mal  differences  which  existed  between  the 

te  Reverend  Richard  Sheepshanks  and 

yself,  I  am  most  reluctantly  and  painfully 
impelled  to  refer  to  matters  from  which  I 
lould  otherwise  have  refrained. 

"  1  may,  perhaps,  be  permitted  to  observe 
limine,  that  in  the  'Obituary  Notices' 
hich  are  published  by  the  Councils  of  the 

oyal  and  Royal  Astronomical  Societies, 
>mmon  decency  requires  that  they  should 
mtain  nothing  likely  to  stir  up  personal 
•elings  :  the  works  of  the  deceased  person, 
iy  details  of  his  history  likely  to  encourage 
:hers  in  the  pursuit  of  science,  any  praise 
fhim  consistent  with  truth,  are  legitimate 
jpics  for  such  notices,  but  it  is  an  abuse  to 
iake  them  libels  on  the  living ;  and  not  less 
>  to  identify  Societies  with  the  bad  passions 
f  individual  members  of  their  Councils." 

With  these  remarks  we  quite  agree,  as 
as  already  been  intimated. 

Sir  James  then  proceeds  with  his  state- 
lent,  which  is  as  follows  : 

"  On  the  19th  of  January,  1852,  Mr. 
.abbage  came  to  Campden  Hill,  brought 
ith  him  the  Review  of  his  '  Exposition, 
Sol,'  which  had  then  recently  appeared  in 
ie  Mechanics'  Magazine,  and  read  it  to  me. 
m  his  coming  to  the  words, '  If  this  be  not 
lbornation  of  perjury,  it  is  very  like  it,' 

reminded  him  of  a  real  case  of  suborna- 
on  of  perjury  in  which,  on  the  late  Mr. 
roughton's  words  to  me,  the  Reverend 
lichard  Sheepshanks  had  asked  Mr 
'roughton  to  let  one  of  his  men  go  to  the 
ustom-house  to  clear,  as  an  English  in- 
.runient,  a  circle  of  Jecker's,  on  which 
Ir.  Sheepshanks  had  had  engraved  the 
ame  of  '  Troughton,'  to  evade  the  duty." 

The  result  of  this  conversation  was,  that 
;ie  letter,  with  which  our  readers  are  ac- 
uainted,  was  addressed  to  this  Magazine.* 

"  I  am  charged  by  the  late  Council  of 
ie  Astronomical  Society,"  continues  Sir 
atnes  South,  "with  having,  in  the  fore- 
oing  letter,  impeached  the  integrity  of 
ie  late  Mr.  Sheepshanks,  upon  a  con- 
ersation  held  thirty  years  before  it  was 
rought  forward,  with  an  eminent  man  who 
ied  twenty  years  before  it  was  brought 
Jrward. 

"  In  my  letter  to  the  Mechanics'  Maga- 
int,  I  made,  upon  the  authority  of  the  late 
At.  Troughton,  two  charges  against  the 
ite  Reverend  Richard  Sheepshanks. 

'  (1.)  That  he  had  procured  from  Paris 
one  of  Jecker's  circles,  and  that 
he  evaded  the  payment  of  the 
duty  by  having  the  name  of 
'  Troughton'  engraved   upon  it. 

*  See  Mechanics'  Mayazine,  No.MI>5. 


"  (2.)  And  that  to  evade  the  payment  of 
the  duty,  he  must  either  have 
been  guilty  of  perjury,  or  subor- 
nation of  perjury. 
"  In  the  '  Defensive  Pamphlet'  of  the  late 
Reverend  Richard  Sheepshanks,  as  the  late 
Council  of  the  Royal  Astronomical  Society 
have  ludicrously  described  it,  he  thus  writes 
(page  8) : 

'  I  saw  a  favourable  account,  by  Sir  Thomas 
Brisbane,  of  the  performance  of  a  circle  of  re- 
flexion by  Jecker  of  Paris;  and,  as  a  friend  was 
going  to  Paris,  in  the  winter,  I  believe,  of  1823,  I 
requested  him  to  procure  me  a  circle  of  Jecker's, 
and  to  get  Troughton's  name  engraved  upon  it,  so 
as  to  pass  our  Customs  without  duty,  and  without 
causing  him  delay  or  trouble.  This  was  done,  and 
the  instrument,  I  am  pretty  sure,  left  by  him  at 
Troughton's  shop  in  Fleet-street,  to  have  the  in- 
scription erased,  and  to  be  adapted  to  the  stand  of 
a  British  circle  which  Troughton  had  recently 
sold  me.  It  is  most  probable  that  the  officers  at 
Dover  had  their  attention  drawn  to  the  erroneous 
inscription  by  the  Commissioner,  and  so  passed  it ; 
but  I  can  say  nothing  about  this  of  my  own 
knowledge. 

'  I  own  that  I  am  heartily  ashamed  of  this 
transaction,  although  everybody  smuggled  in 
those  days,  directly  or  indirectly.' 

"  Can  any  unprejudiced  person  deny  that 
Mr.  Richard  Sheepshanks  has  admitted, 
" (1.)  Procuring  a 'circle  of  Jecker's' 
fromParis;  and  '  getting  Trough- 
ton's  name  engraved  upon  it ;' 
"  (2.) '  So  as  to  pass  our  Customs  with- 
out duty  ? ' 
"  In  respect  of  •  the  perjury,  or  the  sub- 
ornation of  perjury,'    it  is  clear  that,  in 
1823,  the  'Circle'  could  not  have  passed 
'our Customs'  without  some  person  taking 
an  oath  that  it  was  of  British  manufacture  ; 
but  to  this  part  of  the  transaction  the  Re- 
verend Richard  Sheepshanks  cautiously  and 
judiciously  avoids  giving  any  positive  in- 
formation or  denial,  although  he  confesses 
that  he  is  '  heartily  ashamed  of  this  transac- 
tion.' " 

Sir  James  next  goes  on  to  say,  "  The  best 
answer  I  can  afford  to  the  misrepresentations 
of  '  the  Council  of  the  Royal  Astronomical 
Society,'  implying  that  the  integrity  of  the 
late  Reverend  Richard  Sheepshanks  has 
only  recently  been  impeached  by  me  and 
for  the  first  time,  is  the  following  copy  of  a 
letter  which  I  received  from  the  Rev.  Dr. 
Robinson,  Director  of  the  Armagh  Observa- 
tory : 

'  Observatory,  Armagh, 
'  Jit?ie,  15,  1853. 
'Dear  Sir  James,— On  my  arrival  here  last 
night,  I  found  yours,  in  which  you  tell  me  that 
Mr.  SheepshankR,  while  admitting  that  he  caused 
the  name  of  Troughton  to  be  engraved  on  a  circle 
of  Jecker's  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  Revenue 
laws,  denies  the  other  facts  stated  by  you  in  the 
Mechanics'  Mnyazinc  (.July,*  1852),  Bnd  asBCrts 
that  you  invented  them  after  Troughton's  death. 

»  "  It  i,  printed  '  July '  in  the  Mechanics'  Ma- 
yazine,  but  it  ought  to  have  been  printed  '  J,m- 
uary.' " 


'  As  to  his  denial  of  the  facts,  it  may  pass  for  its 
worth;  but  that  you  stated  them  long  before 
Troughton's  denth  all  your  friends  can  testify  ;  of 
one  instance  1  can  give  the  date  very  nearly,— be- 
ginning of  July,  1833.  When  coming  to  London 
from  the  meeting  of  the  British  Association  at 
Cambridge,  I  found  you  and  Troughton  at  issue 
about  the  luckless  equatoreal.  I  saw  with  great 
pain  two  so  long  devoted  friends,  and  whom  I  so 
greatly  respected,  on  the  verge  of  deadly  feud,  and 
endeavoured  to  prevent  it.  You  will  remember 
that  you  consented  to  leave  the  dispute  to  the 
arbitration  of  me  or  any  one  I  would  name,  but 
Troughton  would  hear  of  no  terms  whatever.  Yet 
when  I  reminded  him  of  "  old  times,"  his  heart  did 
soften  a  little;  but  he  said  he  could  not  act  with- 
out the  consent  of  Mr.  Sheepshanks :  and  so  the 
matter  ended.  That  day  I  met  you  at  dinner  at 
Mr.  F.  Baily's,  and  told  you  how  much  I  was  dis- 
appointed. You  certainly  did  not  spare  Mr.  S.  on 
the  occasion.  When  I  expressed  my  regret  that  a 
Clergyman  should  so  far  forget  his  duty  as  a 
peacemaker,  you  told  an  anecdote  of  him  while  in 
your  house  at  Passy,  which  showed  that  such  ob- 
ligations did  not  press  heavily  on  him  ;  and  when 
some  of  the  company  were  surprised  at  his  opi- 
nions, you  told,  in  all  its  parts,  the  history  given 
in  the  Mechanics'  Magazine. 

'  Then  it  was  quite  familiar  to  me,  and  seemed 
so  to  Mr.  Baily,  so  that  I  must  have  heard  it  in 
1830  at  latest.  But  this  surely  is  needless :  what- 
ever faults  you  have,  none  who  knows  anything 
of  you  can  possibly  think  want  of  truth  is  one  of 
them  ;  most  certainly  not, 

'  Yours  ever, 

'  T.  R.  Robinson.' 

'  Sir  James  South.' 

"  The  late  Council  of  the  Royal  Astro- 
nomical Society  state,  that  the  '  imputa- 
tion' would  not  have  been  mentioned  in 
'  the  Report'  'except  simply  to  record  that 
sense  of  the  utter  needlessness  of  any  reply 
to  such  an  accusation,  which  the  Council 
showed  when  they  neglected  the  formal  ap- 
plication made  to  them  on  the  charge.' 

"  It  may,  perhaps,  be  inferred  that  I 
made  a  '  formal  application'  to  the  Council 
of  the  Royal  Astronomical  Society  upon  the 
subject;  but  the  fact  is,  that  I  never  made, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  any  'applica- 
tion' to  any  Council  of  the  Royal  Astrono- 
mical Society,  or  to  any  other  society,  in 
respect  of  my  controversies  with  the  late 
Reverend  Richard  Sheepshanks." 

Having  thus  amply  vindicated  himself  on 
the  main  question,  Sir  James  approaches 
the  more  abusive  and  scurrilous  portions  of 
Mr.  Sheepshanks'  pamphlet : 

"  From  the  sneaking  notice  by  the  late 
Council  of  the  Royal  Society,  and  from  the 
impudent  notice  of  the  late  Council  of  the 
Royal  Astronomical  Society,  a  degree  of 
notoriety  has  been  given,"  says  Sir  James, 
"to  the  'Defensive  Pamphlet'  which  it 
could  not  otherwise  have  acquired.  I  am, 
therefore,  compelled  to  notice  a  charge  of 
fiiuid  which  the  late  Reverend  Richard 
Sheepshanks  has  made  against  me,  viz.,  that 
my  dispute  with  the  late  Mr.  Troughton 
wus  only  to*  evade  my  pecuniary  liabilities 
to  that  gentleman. 

"  Perhaps  the  accompanying  letters  from 
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Sir  David  Brewster  and  Mr.  Gwilt  will 
slightly  illustrate  the  degree  of  reliance 
which  ought  to  be  placed  upon  the  asser- 
tions of  the  late  Reverend  Richard  Sheep, 
shanks : 

'  Allerly,  by  Melrose. 
'  Feb.  23,  1833. 

'  My  dear  Sir  James, — During  the  week  which 
I  spent  under  your  roof,  and  especially  during  the 
many  observations  which  I  made  with  the  large 
equatoreal  in  company  with  yourself  and  others,  I 
saw  the  great  distress  and  vexation  in  which  yon 
were  involved,  by  the  instability  of  the  instru- 
ment. I  had  heard  also  from  others,  that  Mr. 
Troughton  had  suffered  equal  vexation  from  the 
same  cause ;  and  I  therefore  felt  an  unusual  de- 
gree of  interest  in  the  measures  which  were  pro- 
posed to  remove  the  recoil  of  the  telescope. 

'  On  the  day  when  Mr.  Simms  came  to  the  ob- 
servatory to  apply  the  friction  rollers,  I  recollect 
well  your  having  requested  me  to  impress  upon 
him  the  necessity  of  making  every  exertion  to 
render  the  instrument  fit  for  observation,  and  to 
hint  to  him  how  injurious  a  failure  in  this  respect 
would  be  to  his  professional  reputation.  You  had 
more  than  once  stated  to  me  your  conviction,  that 
no  good  would  be  derived  from  the  application  of 
the  friction  rollers,  and  I  was  therefore  anxious 
to  be  present  at  the  trial  of  them. 

'  With  this  view,  I  spent  a  long  time  in  the  ob- 
servatory with  Mr.  Simms;  having  quitted  it,  I 
returned  frequently  during  the  day.  I  found  Mr. 
Simms  perfectly  sensible  that  the  instrument  was 
a  failure,  and  exceedingly  anxious,  both  on  your 
account  and  for  the  sake  of  his  professional  name, 
to  give  it  the  stability  which  is  required.  He  an- 
ticipated great  advantages  from  the  rollers;  but 
after  the  numerous  experiments  which  were  made 
in  my  presence,  and  in  which  I  assisted,  I  was 
perfectly  convinced,  and  he  seemed  to  be  so  also, 
that  the  cause  of  the  recoil  could  not  be  removed 
by  such  means.  We  discussed  the  hypothesis  of 
a  momentary  twist  in  the  frame  arising  from  the 
elasticity  of  the  materials;  and  with  the  view  of 
throwing  some  light  on  the  subject,  he  applied  a 
telescope  with  a  micrometer,  which  he  had 
brought  with  him  for  the  purpose.  The  observa- 
tions, however,  did  not  indicate  any  perceptible 
change  of  form, 

'  If  I  recollect  rightly,  you  were  in  London 
when  these  experiments  were  going  on :  and 
upon  your  return  I  mentioned  to  you  all  that  had 
been  done  in  the  observatory.  On  this  and  on 
other  occasions,  I  remember  your  stating  to  me 
that  you  had  offered  to  pay  Mr.  Troughton  all 
that  he  had  expended,  provided,  that  he  would 
adopt  the  plan  of  the  five  feet  equatoreal,  which 
you  had  from  the  first  thought  the  best,  but 
which,  in  deference  to  Mr.  Troughton's  opinion, 
had  been  abandoned. 

'  At  dinner,  the  whole  subject  was  discussed 
between  yourself,  Mr.  Simms,  «nd  me;  and  I  re- 
collect that  you  expressed  yourself  in  the  strong- 
est manner,  both  in  reference  to  the  total  obstruc- 
tion of  your  own  observations,  and  to  the  influ- 
ence which  a  failure  in  rectifying  the  instrument 
would  have  on  his  professional  character. 

'  Such  is  the  substance  of  what  I  distinctly 
recollect;  much  more  was  said  on  the  subject, 
and  if  I  were  near  you,  I  date  say  you  might 
recall  a  great  deal  of  it  to  my  remembrance. 

'  I  am, 

'  Ever  most  faithfully  yours, 
!  To  Sir  James  South.'         '  D.  Brkwstkb. 

'  20,  Abingdon-street, 
'Jan.  lb/A,  18SS. 
<  Dear  Sir  James,— In  answer  to  your  favour  or 
yesterday,  I  have  to  observe  to  you,  that  previous 
to  your  journey  to  Russia,  in  my  conversation! 
with  Mr.  Simms,  relative  to  the  equatoreal,  he  nai 
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more  than  once  expressed  to  me  his  regret  at  its 
unfortunate  failure,  and  his  surprise  at  your  great 
patience  and  forbearance  with  his  firm  ;  and  most 
particularly  did  he  so  on  one  occasion  when  walk- 
ing home  from  your  house,  and  with  an  expres- 
sion to  me  of  the  unpleasant  feeling  he  had  as  to 
the  amount  of  the  cost  compared  with  the  ineffi- 
ciency of  the  work  done.  My  recollection  of  this 
last-named  conversation  is,  from  accidental  cir- 
cumstances, particularly  strong. 

'  Believe  me,  dear  Sir  James, 

'  Yours  very  faithfully, 
1  To  Sir  James  South.'  '  Jos.  Gwilt.' 


"On  the  18th  of  October,  1833,  Messrs. 
Troughton  and  Simms,  in  a  letter  to  Messrs. 
Few  and  Co.,  offered  to  leave  the  matters  in 
difference  to— using  their  own  language — 

'  Indifferent  and  unquestionable  judges,  forin- 
i  stance,  the  Astronomer  Royal,  Sir  John  Herschel, 
Mr.  Baily,  Captain  Kater,  Captain  Beaufort,  Cap- 
'  tain  Smyth,  &c. ;  or  by  a  certain  number  of  re- 
ferees appointed  on  each  side.' 

"  On  the  30th  of  October,  1833,  Messrs. 
Few  and  Co.,  in  a  letter  to  Messrs.  Trough- 
ton  and  Simms  stated  . 

'  Sir  James  South  would  not  object  to  a  refer- 
ence of  the  entire  case  to  the  gentlemen  named  in 
your  letter  of  the  18th  inst.;  but  as  from  the  cir- 
cumstance of  Sir  John  Herschel  being  under 
early  engagements  to  quit  the  country,  we  appre- 
hend it  would  be  impossible  for  him  to  give  his 
attention  to  it.  Sir  James  would  propose  the  sub- 
stitution of  the  name  of  Dr.  Robinson,  of  Armagh, 
for  that  of  Sir  Jonn  Herschel :  we  write  on  the 
assumption  that  he,  and  all  the  others,  will  con- 
sent to  become  referees.' 

"  The  offer  made  on  the  18th  of  October 
by  Messrs.  Troughton  and  Simms  was,  how- 
ever, after  its  substantial  acceptance  by 
Messrs.  Few  and  Co.  on  the  30th  of  Octo- 
ber, withdrawn,  by  a  letter  from  Messrs. 
Chisliolme  and  Co.  to  Messrs.  Few  and  Co., 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  : 

'  64,  Lincoln's-inn-fields. 
'  Dec.  3rd,  1833. 
'  Dear  Sirs,— We  beg  to  propose  on  behalf  of 
Messrs.  Troughton  and  Simms,  to  refer  all  mat- 
ters in  difference  between  them  and  Sir  James 
South  to  the  determination  of  a  Sergeant  or  Bar- 
rister-at-Law,  to  be  mutually  agreed  on,  Messrs. 
Troughton  and  Simms  having  liberty  of  access  to 
the  equatorial  with  their  workmen  and  scientific 
friends,  at  such  times  and  under  such  conditions 
and  restrictions  as  the  arbitrator  shall  direct,  for 
the  purpose  of  putting  the  instrument  into  work- 
ing order,  and  of  adjusting  the  same  with  the  use 
of  Sir  James's  large  object  glass.  Should  your 
client  agree  to  this,  we  will  prepare  and  send  you 
the  draft  agreement  for  your  perusal. 

'  We  are,  dear  Sirs, 

'  Yours  obediently, 
'  Chisholme,  Hall,  &  Gibson.' 

"  To  this  letter  Messrs.  Few  and  Co.  re- 
turned the  following  answer  to  Messrs. 
Chisholme  and  Co. : 

'  Covcnt  Garden, 

Dear  Sirs,— We  take  shame  to  ourselves  for 
not  earlier  replying  to  your  favour  of  the  3rd,  by 


stating  that  we  cannot  advise  Sir  James  South  to 
refer  such  a  subject  to  any  gentleman  of  the  bar, 
satisfied  that  scientific  persons  can  alone  be  com- 
petent to  do  justice  to  either  party,  and  such  cer- 
tainly at  one  time  appeared  to  be  the  opinion  of 
your  clients. 

1  We  have  only  to  repeat  our  readiness  to  refer 
all  questions,  as  stated  in  our  letter  of  the  30th 
October  to  Messrs.  Troughton  and  Simms. 

'  We  are,  dear  Sirs, 

'  Yours,  &c, 
'  Few,  Hamilton,  &  Few.' 


"  On  the  12th  of  December,  1833,  Messrs. 
Chisholme  and  Co.  sent  a  letter,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy,  to  Messrs.  Few  and 
Co.: 


'  64,  Lincoln's-inn-fields. 
'Dear  Sirs,  —  Messrs.  Troughton  and  Simms 
and  Sir  James  South.  As  you  altogether  decline 
a  reference  to  a  barrister,  and  as  we  cannot  advise 
our  clients  to  accede  to  the  reference  proposed  by 
you,  we  are  driven  to  the  other  alternative,  of 
commencing  an  action. 

'  We  enclose  process  for  your  undertaking, 
which  we  presume  you  will  give. 

'  We  remain,  dear  Sirs, 

'  Yours  faithfully, 
'  Chisholme,  Hall,  &  Gibson.' 


"  It  is  upon  these  facts  that  I  have  been 
accused  by  the  late  Reverend  Richard  Sheep- 
shanks, in  his  'Defensive  Pamphlet,'  of 
being  a  '  shabby,  shuffling  debtor.' 

"  The  Reverend  Richard  Sheepshanks 
has  also  stated  in  his  '  Defensive  Pamphlet,' 
that '  the  only  remark  which  he  [Troughton] 
made  during  the  contest  was,  that  I  had  not 
acted  with  sufficient  vigour  towards  Sir 
James.  'You  should  have  arrested  him,' 
he  said  ;  '  the  fellow  has  a  white  feather. 
Frazi  arrested  him,  and  got  paid.' 

"  Frazi  never  arrested  me  ;*  and  the  fol- 
lowing copy  of  a  letter  which  I  received 
from  Mr.  Seaward, f  who  was  conversant 
with  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  will  establish 
the  malice  and  falsehood  of  the  language  in 
the  foregoing  extract : 


*  "  I  may  here  observe,  that  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  my  disputes  with  the  late  Mr.  Trough- 
ton,  I  implicitly  followed  the  advice  of  my  friends 
—Admiral  Sir  Francis  Beaufort,  Mr.  Joseph  Gwilt, 
the  Rev.  Dr.  Robinson,  Mr.  Babbage,  the  late  Dr. 
J.  Scott,  the  late  General  Sir  Rufane  Donkin, 
and  the  late  Mr.  Francis  Baily.  And  in  my 
controversies  with  Mr.  Frazi,  I  acted  under  the 
advice  of  Mr.  Seaward,  Mr.  Simms,  Sir  Francis 
Beaufort,  Mr.  Joseph  Gwilt,  Mr.  Babbage,  the  late 
Dr.  J.  Scott,  the  late  Mr.  Francis  Baily,  the  late 
General  Sir  Rufane  Donkin,  and  the  late  Mr. 
Troughton." 

+  "  Until  Mr.  Simms  introduoed  me  to  this  dis- 
tinguished engineer,  I  had  not  the  honour  even  of 
his  personal  acquaintance.  He  represented  him 
to  me  as  a  man  of  the  highest  integrity  and  of  the 
soundest  judgment — and  that  to  him  I  might  con- 
fide the  examination  of  Frazi's  '  scandalous  bill ' 
beyond  any  civil  engineer  with  whom  he  was  ac- 
quainted." 
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'  Canal  Iron  Works, 
.  '  March  nth,  1837 

Dear  Sir, — I  am  truly  surprised  at  the  contents 
of  your  letter  of  this  date,  that  circumstances 
should  have  occurred  to  render  it  necessary  for 
you  to  inquire  of  me  whether  your  conduct  to- 
wards Mr.  Frazl  on  the  subject  of  the  large  dome 
of  your  observatory  was  incompatible  with  the 
feelings  of  an  honourable  man,  or  inconsistent 
with  the  sentiments  of  a  gentleman:  such  I  un- 
derstand having  been  insinuated  against  you  by 
Messrs.  Sheepshanks  and  Simma,  through  their 
counsel,  Mr.  Starkie. 

'  I  remember  perfectly  well  having  been  intro- 
duced to  you  by  Mr.  Simms,  for  the  purpose  of 
offering  you  my  advice  and  assistance,  among 
other  things,  respecting  the  claim  of  Mr.  Frazi  for 
work  done  to  the  large  dome,  and  in  which  claim 
I  must  say  you  had  great  reason  to  be  dissatisfied. 

'  You  adopted  my  recommendation  in  the  set- 
tlement of  that  claim,  and  it  is  with  the  greatest 
pleasure  that  I  can  bear  testimony  to  your  gentle- 
manly and  honourable  conduct  throughout  that 
transaction;  and  I  will  most  cheerfully  attend  to 
state  the  same  on  oath,  if  you  shall  find  it  neces- 
sary for  me  to  do  so. 

'  I  am,  dear  Sir, 
'  Your  most  obedient  Servant, 
'  John  Seaward.' 
'To  Sir  James  South,  F.R.S.,  Sic.  &c.' 

The  foregoing  extracts  from  the  letter  of 
Sir  James  constitute  a  sufficient  security 
against  the  detractions  of  Mr.  Sheepshanks, 
and  at  the  same  time  serve  to  render  the 
shameless  injustice  of  the  councils  of  the 
Royal  and  Royal  Astronomical  Societies 
more  apparent,  and  thus  further  show  the 
pressing  necessity  that  exists  for  reform  in 
the  constitution  or  operation  of  those  socie- 
ties. Sir  James  explains  where  the  evil  lies 
in  the  following  plain  and  truthful  para- 
graphs with  which  he  concludes  his  let- 
ter : 

"  The  councils  of  the  Royal  Society  gene- 
rally contain  a  certain  number  of  titled  or 
eminent  persons,  whose  avocations  preclude 
them  from  rendering  proper  attention  to  the 
scientific  and  ordinary  business  of  the  society. 
The  result  is,  that  little  men,  under  the  sha- 
dow of  this  aristocracy,  have  a  commanding 
influence  over  the  proceedings — elect  their 
own  miserable  toadies  to  office,  and  do 
everything  in  their  power  to  crush  men  of 
learning  who  will  not  be  subservient  to  their 
selfish  views  and  absurd  pretensions ;  in 
fact,  the  working  and  unassuming  men  of 
science  are  insulted  and  oppressed  by  the 
little  men,  under  the  name  of  'the  President 
and  Council  of  the  Royal  Society.' 

" '  Truth  and  justice  '  force  me  to  say,  that 
if  the  members  of  the  council  of  the  Royal 
Society  were,  instead  of  allowing  the  in- 
terests of  science  to  be  injured  by  a  coterie 
of  '  two  or  three  make-believe  philosophers,' 
to  reform  themselves,  by  adopting  the  valuable 
suggestions  of  their  late  president,  the  Earl 
of  Rosse — alike  disiinguished  for  his  learn- 
ing, liberality,  and  hospitality — for  increas- 
ing the  number  of  the  council,  and  other 
useful  reforms  j  and  if  the  council  of  the 


Royal  Astronomical  Society  were  to  govern 
its  public  proceedings  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  prevent  the  noses  of  their  officers  from 
being  pulled  by  the  members  at  the  scien. 
tific  meetings  of  their  society,  they  would  be 
more  creditably  employed  than  in  interfer- 
ing with  the  personal  controversies  of  the 
fellows,  and  publishing,  either  through 
ignorance  or  malice,  false  and  unfounded 
charges  against  myself." 

We  hope  this  controversy  is  now  done 
with.  It  is  desirable,  indeed,  that  the  coun- 
cils of  the  two  societies  should  make  amends 
for  the  wrong  and  the  folly  imputable  to  thein  ; 
but  it  is  not  likely  that  persons  who  are  not 
sufficiently  honourable  and  cultivated  to 
avoid  evil,  will  be  sufficiently  so  to  repair 
it.  The  whole  subject  must  now  be  left  to 
the  general  judgment,  which  is  just.  Sir 
James  South  has,  as  we  anticipated,  proved 
that  he  is  equally  able  to  despise  calum- 
nies when  the  feeble  frame  them,  and  to 
overthrow  them  when  the  strong  adopt 
them. 


This  article,  as  far  as  the  end  of  the  pre- 
ceding paragraph,  was  written  and  in  the 
hands  of  the  printer  before  the  26th  of  April 
last,  on  which  day  there  appeared  in  the 
Athenawm  a  very  singular  review  of  Sir 
James  South's  pamphlet.  If  the  reviewer 
had  shown  himself  either  able,  unpreju- 
diced, consistent  with  himself,  or  in  any 
sense  worthy  to  rank  with  the  principal 
writers  of  the  Athenaum,  we  should  have 
hastened  to  deal  with  his  statements  and 
arguments ;  but  as  he  is  neither,  we  have 
suited  our  own  convenience  in  publishing 
what  follows. 

We  have  called  this  Athenaum  review  a 
singular  production ;  and  that  it  is  so  our 
readers  shall  soon  see — shall  see,  indeed, 
that  it  is  so  singular  as  to  cause  one  to 
wonder  whether  the  weaknesses  displayed 
by  the  writer  were  natural  or  artificial— 
whether  they  proceeded  from  permanent 
defects,  or  temporary  excesses.    The  first 
instance  of  his  sagacity  is  shown  as  follows: 
alluding  to  the  letter  published  in  this  .Ma- 
gazine in  1852,  he  says,  "  But  the  author  or 
authors  had  so  much  shame  as  to  couch 
the   objects    of  imputation   under  Dick 
§••••**•••*  and  W«»«*»*.    The  second 
name  is  apparent  enough  ;  but  as  the  emi- 
nent and  highly  respected  owner  of  it  has 
treated  the  slander  with  the  contempt  it 
deserves,  it  is  not  necessary  to  unstur  him." 
He  here  evidently  shrinks  from  introducing 
the  name  of  the  person  in  question,  and 
wishes  to  avoid  mentioning  it;  and  yet,  a 
little  further  on,  this  sapient  individual  ex- 
pressly mentions  Mr.  Sheepshanks  as  the 
"old  friend  of  such  men  as  Archdeacon 
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lare,  Dr.  Whewell,"  &c.  How  thankful 
'ill  Dr.  Whewell  be  to  this  critic  for  his 
iterary  effort!  Will  he  not  exclaim,  "O 
hat  friends  were  wise!"  For  our  own 
art,  all  that  we  feel  disposed  to  say  here, 
a  reference  to  Dr.  Whewell,  is,  that  now 
is  Athenteum  friend  has  brought  him  for- 
rard  in  connection  with  Mr.  Sheepshanks' 
muggling  transactions,  we  shall  very 
arefully  observe  the  course  he  takes  in 
he  matter.  For  many  reasons  we  regret 
hat  the  part  taken  by  Dr.  Whewell  in  im- 
iorting  the  Jecker's  circle  has  been  dragged 
>y  his  eulogist  into  daylight,  instead  of 
•eing  permitted  to  remain  in  the  mere  star- 
ight  shed  upon  it  in  this  Magazine. 

Again:  Sir  James  South  attacks  the 
loyal  Astronomical  Society,  on  account  of 
ertain  abuses  which  it  fosters  j  and,  having 
n  his  mind  the  fact  that  an  eminent  mem- 
>er  of  that  society  had  recently  been  ob- 
erved  to  "pull  the  nose"  of  one  of  the 
ociety's  officers,  he  says  above,  "  If  the 
:ouncil  of  the  Royal  Astronomical  Society 
fere  to  govern  its  public  proceedings  in 
uch  a  manner  as  to  prevent  the  noses  of 
heir  officers  from  being  pulled  by  the 
aembers  at  the  scientific  meetings  of  their 
ociety,  they  would  be  more  creditably  em- 
ployed than  in  interfering  with  the  personal 
ontroversies  of  the  fellows,  and  publishing, 
ither  through  ignorance  or  malice,  false 
.nd  unfounded  charges  against  myself." 

Now,  the  Athenaeum  critic  is  the  defender 
>f  the  Royal  Astronomical  Society.  He  has 
o  vindicate  its  reputation,  and  to  rebut  the 
charges  brought  against  it  by  Sir  James  ; 

0  to  prove  that  the  society  is  respectable, 
md  the  intimation  of  Sir  James  respecting 
he  assault  upon  an  officer  an  unfair  one,  he 
hinks  it  advisable  to  narrate  the  following 
•-ircumstances :  "  At  a  recent  meeting  a 
'ellow  of  the  society,  a  man  of  impulsive 
:haracter,  and  elevated  by  wine,  did,  in  an 
ipartment  of  the  society,  after  a  scientific 
neeting,  for  an  imagined  slight,  attempt 
:he  nose  of  an  officer  of  the  society.  Three 
)ther  persons  were  present,  one  of  whom 
nterfered.  The  assailant  apologized,  and, 
n  the  words  of  the  peacemaker,  '  did  all  that 

1  man  could  do.'  The  parties  left  the 
place  in  amity,  and  the  assailant  forwarded 
a  letter  of  apology  to  the  council  for  his 
want  of  self-government  before  the  council 
bad  time  to  demand  one." 

After  presenting  Sir  James  and  the  world 
with  this  little  additional  anecdote,  and 
remarking  that  Sir  James  is  as  impulsive  as 
the  gentleman  alluded  to,  and  that  "his 
pluralization  of  details  is  the  figure  of 
Dickens's  little  nursemaid "  (how  can  a 
"pluralization"  be  the  "figure  of  a  nurse- 
maid" ?)  this  intelligent  critic  adds :  "So 
much  for  this  discreditable  affair,  the  pro- 


moters of  which  must  now  do  their  best  to 
live  down,  in  quiet  good  behaviour,  the 
unqualified  condemnation  with  which  so- 
ciety will  visit  them."  Sir  James  intimated 
that  an  officer's  nose  was  pulled  by  Mr. 

 ;  and  the  critic,  in  order  to  damage 

the  statement  of  Sir  James,  narrates  that  an 

officer's  nose  was  "attempted"  by  Mr.  -, 

and  that  the  latter  was  drunken  when  he  did 
it !  Is  not  our  judgment  of  this  critic 
just? 

A  third  example  of  the  literary  acumen 
of  this  gentleman  is  given  in  his  remarks 
upon  Mr.  Babbage,  whom  he  alternately 
assails  and  admires.  In  some  passages  he 
is  satirical  (in  his  way),  in  others  sarcastic, 
in  others  insulting,  in  others  malicious  ;  and 
at  the  last,  he  says  the  statements  made  by 
Mr.  Babbage  at  the  Royal  Society  on  the 
Swedish  engine,  are  "  so  candid,  so  graceful, 
and  so  honourable  to  himself,  that,"  in  his 
own  words,  "  he  appears  in  a  character  the 
essential  and  complete  opposite  of  that  in 
which  we  (the  critic)  have  been  under  the 
necessity  of  viewing  him  throughout  the 
present  article."  What  an  unfortunate 
condition  must  this  poor  critic  have  found 
himself  in  on  beholding  the  true  Mr.  Bab- 
bage,  after  having  been  "under  the  neces- 
sity "  of  so  long  mistaking  the  miserable 
phantom  of  his  own  imagination  for  that 
illustrious  scientist!  But  while  we  pity  the 
fatuous  critic,  we  grieve  that  his  fatuity 
found  not  a  more  appropriate  sphere  than 
the  opening  pages  of  the  Athenceum.* 

It  sometimes,  however,  happens  that  in- 
dividuals who  stumble  and  reel  in  the  oddest 
manner  when  they  become  literary,  have, 
nevertheless,  a  solid  basis  of  facts  beneath, 
them.  Is  this  the  case  with  this  critic  1  It 
certainly  is  not.  He  commences  by  saying, 
"  The  facts  connected  with  this  singular  pro- 
duction are  as  follows :  In  1833-8,  Messrs. 
Troughton  and  Simms  brought  an  action 
against  Sir  James  South  to  recover  pay- 
ment for  mounting  a  large  equatoreal.  The 
claim  was  resisted  on  the  ground  that  the 
instrument  was  bad ;  and  the  court  referred 
the  cause  to  Mr.  (late  Justice)  Maule,  who, 
after  years  of  evidence  and  inspection, 
awarded  the  whole  claim  against  Sir  James 
South,  with  costs."  This  is  contrary  to 
truth.  The  "costs"  were  never  awarded. 
Again  ;  according  to  this  writer's  own  state- 
ment it  appears  that  Sir  James  South,  at 
the  very  worst,  refused  payment  of  charges 
which  Mr.  Maule  would  not  pronounce  just 
until  he  had  taken  years  to  examine  them. 


*  Having  shown  that  this  writer's  thoughts  are 
so  changeful  and  heterogeneous,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  mark  the  defect  of  li  is  words,  or  we  might  pauHe 
over  such  passages  as  this:  "  He  (Mr.  Bahbagr) 
devoted  a  chapter  to  the  intrigues  of  science 
meaning  Mr.  Airy  and  Mr.  Sheepshanks." 
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But  we  confidently  assert — and  we  speak 
with  ample  knowledge — that  Sir  James  would 
never  have  contemplated  resisting  the  pay- 
ment had  the  mounting  of  the  instrument 
been  effected  with  any  tolerable  show  of  suc- 
cess ;  nor  even  at  all,  had  not  the  malice 
and  gross  conduct  of  Mr.  Sheepshanks  em- 
bittered his  feelings.  We  will  not  open  up 
the  whole  question  again  ;  but  the  truth  is, 
that  Mr.  Sheepshanks,  in  an  evil  hour, 
forced  himself  into  the  matter,  actually 
locked  Sir  James  for  four  months  out  of  his 
own  observatory,  wrote  impudent  and  vex- 
atious letters  in  the  name  of  Troughton  and 
Simms,  patched  and  botched  the  equatoreal 
mounting,  counselled  Troughton  and  Simms 
to  enforce  (and  probably  increase)  their 
charges,  threatened  the  witnesses  of  Sir 
James,  and  fanned  a  contention,  which  he 
had  himself  kindled,  until  it  became  a  flame 
that  burnt  for  years,  consuming  many 
friendships,  and  doing  much  damage  to 
science  itself  in  this  country.  It  is  time 
that  honest,  self-respecting  men  withdrew 
from  the  companionship  of  such  as  he  was, 
and  it  pains  us  to  find,  that  even  now  he  is 
gone  the  taint  of  his  character  remains  upon 
some  who  continue  among  us. 

But  we  must  hurry  on,  and  glance  at  the 
further  statements  of  the  writer.  He  makes 
many  attempts  to  remove  from  Mr.  Sheep- 
shanks the  charges  of  smuggling,  forgery, 
and  subornation  of  perjury.  Now,  Mr. 
Sheepshanks  himself  admitted  the  smug- 
gling, and  the  forging  of  the  name  of 
Troughton  ;  and  as  respects  the  false-swear- 
ing, it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  under  the  then 
law,  a  false  oath  must  have  been  taken. 
All,  therefore,  that  the  Athenaum  critic 
says  in  Mr.  Sheepshanks'  behalf  on  this 
matter  is  utterly  undeserving  of  further 
consideration,  particularly  as  the  letters 
already  quoted  from  Sir  James's  pamph- 
let are  of  themselves  decisive  upon  the 
point. 

This  writer  attempts  to  weaken  the  oppo- 
nents of  Mr.  Sheepshanks  by  dividing  them. 
He  insinuates  that  Mr.  Babbage  probably 
had  less  to  do  with  the  letter  sent  to  this 
Magazine  than  Sir  James  South  alleges. 
But  in  this  he  displays  his  uniform  stoli- 
dity. Why  should  not  Mr.  Babbage  desire 
to  see  the  immoral  character  of  Sheep- 
shanks made  publicly  known  ?  The  facts 
about  the  Jecker's  circle  were  well-known 
to  him,  to  Dr.  Robinson,  Mr.  Francis 
Baily,  Sir  Francis  Beaufort,  and  to  many 
others.  Sheepshanks  was  the  sworn  foe  of 
Mr.  Babbage,  whose  exposures  of  him  had 
just  appeared  in  the  work  on  the  Great  Ex- 
hibition. It  is  beyond  doubt  that,  under 
these  circumstances,  Mr.  Babbage  could 
have  no  other  wish  but  that  the  forgery  and 
smuggling  should  be  universally  known. 


The  publication  of  the  facts  had  its  legiti.  l-; 
mate  effect,  for  it  at  once  lowered  SheepI  s«- 
shanks  to  his  proper  level,  and  clearly .  iv 
showed  that  Mr.  Babbage's  picture  of  his  ■ 
mean  and  vicious  qualities  in  the  "  Exposi.  v 
tion  of  1851"  was  not  over-wrought. 

Another  of  this  acute  writer's  strong  " 
points  against  Sir  James  is  that  in  the  letter  "■■ 
of  January  19,  1852,  the  author  or  aulhori  i  # 
placed  stars  instead  of  letters  after  the  ini- 
tial letters  of  the  names.    Now,  the  fact  is, 
that  in  the  original  MS.  of  Sir  James  the  • 
names  were  given  in  full,  and  that  it  was  i 
our  predecessor  who  introduced  the  stars, 
for  reasons  of  his  own.    This  is  a  very  im- 
portant  point,  for  it  shows  that  although 
both  the  individuals  implicated  were  living, 
Sir  James  did  not  shrink  from  giving  their 
names  at  length  ;  and  after  this,  who  can. 
suppose  that  his  statements  respecting  them 
were  untrue  ? 

In  another  paragraph  the  Athenaum 
critic  says  that,  to  the  charges  laid  against 
him,  "  Mr.  Sheepshanks  wrote  a  crushing 
reply,  to  which  no  rejoinder  was  made." 
Let  our  readers  who  perused  the  articles 
given  in  our  Numbers  for  March  17th  and 
24th,  1855,  judge  whether  this  is  anything 
less  than  an  unmitigated  falsehood.  [See 
Mech.  Mag.  vol.  lxii.  pp.  242,  267,  Nos.  . 
1649-50.]  The  rejoinder  there  made  was  . 
placed,  in  a  separate  form,  in  the  hands  of 
Mr.  Sheepshanks  and  his  coadjutors,  such 
as  they  are,  and  were  also  transmitted  to  the 
two  societies — the  Royal  and  Royal  Astro- 
nomical ;  and  either  that  rejoinder  or  his 
own  conscience  silenced  Mr.  Sheepshanks 
thenceforth. 

Afraid  to  charge  Sir  James  with  false- 
hood, this  unfortunate  writer  imputes  to  j 
him  mis-statements,  and  ascribes  them  to  a 
"  tendency  to  absolute  false  image."  As  ; 
this  theory  is  introduced  to  explain  away 
well-established  facts,  we  shall  not  examine 
it  here,  although  it  has  some  merit,  and  if 
applied  in  an  analysis  of  the  beclouded 
spirit-rappists  of  the  present  day,  instead  of 
that  of  a  mind  so  singularly  strong  and 
clear  as  Sir  James's,  might  lead  to  useful 
results.  Moreover,  as  it  is  the  only  indica- 
tion given  throughout  the  article  of  skill  on 
the  part  of  the  writer,  our  charity  ad- 
monishes us  not  to  look  into  it  too  closely.  1 

Here  is  one  sentence  of  this  critic's  which 
sounds  magnanimous.  He  says,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  charge  against  Sheepshanks, 
«'  Had  the  charge  been  true,  and  capable  of 
proof,  it  would  have  made  little  difference 
in  the  judgment  which  ought  to  be  formed 
of  this  part  of  their"  (Mr.  Babbage's  and 
Sir  James's)  "  conduct."  This  sounds  well 
for  a  moment,  but  it  is  hollow  notwithstand- 
ing. It  would  have  been  dignified  and 
honourable  to  forget  the  crimes  of  Sheep- 
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anks,  if  he  had  changed  his  conduct ;  but 
•rile  lie  persisted  in  his  evil,  slandering, 
■rsecuting  courses,  it  would  have  been  un- 
st  and  unsafe  to  do  so. 
We  have  now  done  with  this  critic,  who 
es  to  write  triumphantly.  Whether  any 
e  could  have  handled  the  matter  worse 
|  cannot  say,  since  we  do  not  know  the 
>ole  extent  of  the  miserable  clique  who 
ite  to  assail  worthy  men,  and  to  defend 


the  smuggler,  the  forger,  and,  virtually, 
the  great  criminal  class. 

We  have  done  what  we  held  it  our  duty 
lo  do  in  defence  of  Sir  James,  whose  ser- 
vices in  the  cause  of  scientific  reformation 
will  not  soon  be  forgotten  ;  and  we  doubt 
not  that  every  honest  man  who  reads  these 
pages  will  have  no  difficulty  in  determining 
on  whose  side  truth,  and  justice,  and 
honourable  feeling  lie. 


